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This  paper  is  submitted  as  the  optional  portion  of  my  management  project.  It 
provides  recommendations  concerning  programs  which  I  feel  merit  evaluation 
using  the  significant  indicator  workload  analysis  system.  It  is  organized  by 
subactivity  and  presents  workload  categories  and  analysis  development  methods 
that  should  be  considered.  In  all  programms  which  could  potentially  involve 
trespass  or  other  forms  of  inspection  and  enforcement,  trespass  cases  and 
enforcement  strategies  should  be  reviewed  for  consistency. 

A.  Oil  and  Gas  (4111) 

With  only  minor  modifications  the  system  developed  for  the  Moab  District  could 
be  used  statewide  to  evaluate  the  oil  and  gas  workload.  In  making 
modifications  to  the  Moab  approach,  field  personnel  in  all  districts  should  be 
consulted.  Particular  attention  should  be  given  to  involving  Vernal  District 
due  to  the  size  of  their  oil  and  gas  program. 

B.  CoaJ_  (4121> 

Analyzing  the  coal  program  should  be  relatively  easy  because  mining  activity 
is  very  localized  in  Utah.  The  analysis  could  probably  be  best  accomplished 
by  assigning  a  management  analyst  from  the  state  office  to  prepare  the 
analysis  with  input  from  program  personnel,  particularly  those  in  the  field. 
Given  recent  changes  in  program  personnel  and  positions,  position  location  and 
structure  should  be  addressed  as  an  issue.  (Jim  Dryden  (Price  River  RA)  has 
authored  an  issue  paper  on  this  subject.) 

The  following  workload  indicators  are  recommended. 

1.  Number  of  Quarterly  Inspections  (1  per  active  lease  per  quarter) 
NOTE:  Includes  lease  terms,  reclamation,  R2P2  and  abandonment 

2.  Number  of  Monthly  Product  Verifications  (volumetrics;  1  per  active  mine 
per  month) 

3.  Number  of  Mine  Plan  Modifications  Processed  (3  year  average) 

4.  Number  of  Yearly  Audits  (1  per  active  mine  per  year) 

5.  Number  of  Resource  Recovery  and  Protection  Plans  Submitted  (3  year  average) 
NOTE:  Includes  bond  and  maximum  economic  recovery  review 

6.  Number  of  Exploration  Drillholes  Completed  (3  year  average) 

7.  Number  of  Lease  Modifications  Processed  (3  year  average) 

8.  Number  of  Lease  Readjustments  Processed  (3  year  average) 

9.  Number  of  Inactive  Lease  Inspections  (#  Leases) 

Of  the  eight  indicators  recommended  for  the  coal  program  the  first  four  are 
probably  the  most  important.  These  relate  directly  to  the  number  of  active 
leases  and  active  mines.  New  mining  activity  is  addressed  by  the  Resource 
Recovery  and  Protection  Plans  (R2P2s)  submitted  while  exploration  is 
represented  by  the  number  of  drillholes.  The  remaining  indicators  address 
smaller  workloads  in  relation  to  the  other  five,  but  would  identify  the 
periodic  actions  associated  with  managing  coal  leases  (active  and  inactive). 


C.  Tar  Sands 

Tar  sands  is  not  currently  a  very  active  program  and  probably  does  not  merit 
directing  funding  into  workload  analysis.  It  is  now  a  part  of  the  oil  and  gas 
subactivity  (4111).  This  resource  is  very  localized.  If  anything  is  likely 
to  occur  in  the  forseeable  future,  it  will  be  in  Sunnyside  STSA  or  possibly 
Circle  Cliffs. 

If  it  is  analyzed,  tar  sands  would  be  best  handled  with  mineral  materials  and 
mining  law  administration  by  an  ad  hoc  minerals  work  group  with  emphasis  on 
resource  area  and  district  representation.  The  following  workload  indicators 
are  recommended  but  may  be  modified  by  the  work  group. 

1.  Number  of  Exploration  Drillholes  Completed 

2.  Number  of  Mine  Plan  Reviews  Completed 

3.  Number  of  Lease  Modifications 

4.  Number  of  Lease  Readjustments 

5.  Number  of  Designated  Special  Tar  Sands  Areas 

D.  Mineral  Materials  (4131) 

This  program  merits  analysis  because  public  demand,  mainly  for  sand  and 
gravel,  often  creates  pressures  on  available  funding.  In  addition,  since  the 
permittee  is  often  a  county  or  the  State  of  Utah,  actions  in  this  program  can 
directly  affect  relations  with  State  and  local  governments.  In  the  interest 
of  keeping  costs  down,  analysis  for  this  program  should  probably  be  done  by 
the  ad  hoc  minerals  work  group. 

The  following  workload  indicators  are  recommended. 

1.  Number  of  Noncompetive  Sales  and  Free  Use  Permits  (3  year  average) 

2.  Number  of  Competitive  Sales  (3  year  average) 

3.  Number  of  Community  Pits  Permitted  (3  year  average) 

4.  Number  of  Acres  Affected  By  Sales  (3  year  average) 

Of  the  above,  sales  and  permits  are  probably  the  most  important  indicators. 

E.  Mining  Law  Administration  (4132) 

This  subactivity  should  also  be  handled  by  an  ad  hoc  minerals  work  group.  The 
following  workload  indicators  are  recommended. 

1.  Number  of  Notices  Processed  (3  year  average) 

2.  Number  of  Plans  of  Operation  Processed  (3  year  average) 

3.  Number  of  Validity  Determinations  (3  year  average) 

4.  Number  of  Surface  Managemaent  Inspections  (3  year  average) 


F.  The  Realty  Program— Rights  of  Way  and  Other  (4211  and  4212) 

Both  subactivities  in  the  realty  program  should  be  handled  together.  This 
program  could  be  effectively  handled  by  a  statewide  ad  hoc  working  group.  The 
following  workload  indicators  should  be  considered.  Available  data  sources 
snould  be  kept  in  mind.  The  work  group  should  develop  the  final  list  of  5  to 
8  workload  indicators. 

1.  Number  of  Reappraisals  Scheduled 

2.  Number  of  Reviews  Scheduled 

3.  Number  of  Compliance  Checks  Scheduled 

4.  Number  of  Incoming  Right-of-Way  Cases  (3  year  average) 

5.  Number  of  Trespass  Cases  Resolved  (last  3  years) 

6.  Number  of  Sales  (3  year  average;  serialized  cases) 

7.  Number  of  R&PP  (3  year  average;  cases) 

8.  Number  of  Exchanges  (3  year  average;  cases) 

9.  Number  of  Land  Use  Leases  and  Permits  (3  year  average) 

10.  Acreage  in  State  Selections  (last  3  years) 

11.  Acreage  in  State  Exchanges  (last  3  years) 

12.  Number  of  Desert  Land  Entry  Cases  (3  year  average) 

ALMS  is  likely  to  be  very  useful.  One  flaw  in  ALMS  is  that  data  can  not  be 
broken  down  by  resource  area  unless  resource  area  boundaries  correspond  to 
county  lines.  The  number  of  indicators  would  need  to  be  reduced  by  the  work 
group  to  a  set  of  8  or  fewer  that  they  can  support. 

In  Utah,  the  realty  program  is  likely  to  present  several  other  problems  when 
characterizing  the  statewide  workload. 

1.  The  lands  program  includes  many  types  of  dissimilar  items  in  some  workload 
types.  For  example,  a  right-of-way  (R/W)  can  be  for  a  coal  loadout,  a  road,  a 
powerline,  a  communications  site,  a  conveyor,  a  pipeline,  etc. 

2.  There  is  variation  within  the  workload  types.  For  example,  assessing  the 
workload  for  a  single  type  of  R/W  is  further  complicated  because  one  type  can 
involve  very  different  amounts  of  work.  A  powerline  R/W  may  indicate  a  10 
mile  stretch  of  345  KV  line  crossing  rugged,  scenic  terrain  and  visible  from  a 
state  highway.  It  may  also  mean  a  2  mile  stretch  of  12.5  KV  line  along  an 
existing  access  road  to  a  mine  portal.  The  two  R/Ws  are  likely  to  involve 
very  different  amounts  of  work.  Simmilarly,  a  road  R/W  may  involve  new 
construction  or  may  follow  an  existing  road. 

3.  Variations  in  the  type  of  workload  are  not  evenly  spread  among  offices  in 
Utah.  By  virtue  of  location,  terrain,  mineral  values,  population,  etc.  the 
nature  of  the  R/Ws  issued  may  differ  significantly  between  two  adjacent 
resource  areas  or  districts. 

4.  The  number  of  a  given  type  of  action  handled  by  an  office  may  affect  the 
degree  to  which  economies  of  scale  may  occur.  In  an  office  where  there  is 
heavy  oil  and  gas  activity,  programatic  EAs  may  cover  the  area  of  a  right  of 
way  to  the  degree  that  Categorical  Exclusions  (CXs)  may  be  used  for  individual 

R/W. 


G.  The  Range  Program— Including  Wild  Horses  and  Burros  (4321  and  4322) 

I  remain  convinced  that  this  program  is  the  highest  priority  for  workload 
analysis  in  Utah.  The  reasons  are: 

a.  Budgets  in  the  range  program  are  declining, 

b.  Personnel  costs  in  the  range  program  are  the  highest  of  any  program  in  the 
state  (or  among  the  highest), 

c.  The  program  constitutes  a  major  portion  of  the  workload  for  every  office 
in  the  state, 

d.  This  type  of  data  base  should  be  available  to  managers  at  all  levels 
because  of  the  importance  of  the  program  to  all  offices. 

Changes  in  the  range  budget  affect  the  entire  state.  We  must  ensure  that 
personnel  and  budget  are  placed  where  they  will  be  most  effective,  if  we  are 
to  continue  to  provide  good  service  to  the  public  and  also  meet  Bureau  goals 
for  monitoring,  tresspass  abatement  and  proper  utilization. 

There  are  indications  that  the  placement  of  budget  and  positions  could  be 
improved.  The  correlation  between  positions/budget  and  allotments  monitored, 
permits  administered,  etc.  appears  poor.  There  may  be  reasons  for  some  of  the 
apparent  inconsistencies,  but  if  that  is  so  they  would  be  worth  documenting. 
BLM  in  Idaho  provides  an  example  of  how  efficiency  in  the  range  program  can  be 
improved  through  analysis. 

Historical  biases  in  the  way  workload  and  funding  are  viewed  in  range  are 
probably  stronger  than  in  any  other  program  due  to  the  long  history  of  the 
program.  The  program  is  very  closely  held  by  most  managers,  so  it  is  critical 
to  generate  support  at  the  district  and  resource  area  office  levels.  For  this 
reason,  workload  indicator  categories  should  be  developed  with  large  amounts 
of  resource  area  and  district  involvement. 

The  process  used  for  the  statewide  recreation  workload  analysis  (Field  Program 
Specialist)  is  recommended.  Wild  horses  and  burros  could  probably  be 
effectively  handled  together  with  range  management  in  Utah.  The  following 
workload  indicators  should  be  considered. 

1.  Number  of  Permittees 

2.  Number  of  Allotments 

3.  Number  of  Permittee/Allotment  Combinations 

4.  Number  of  I  Category  Allotments 

5.  Number  of  M  Category  Allotments 

6.  Number  of  Transfers  Processed  (3  year  average) 

7.  Number  of  Trespass  Cases  Settled  (3  year  average) 

8.  Number  of  Licenses/Permits  Issued  (3  year  average) 

9.  Percentage  of  AUMs  Licensed  by  Quarter  (seasonality) 

10.  Number  of  Projects  Authorized 

11.  Number  of  Wild  Horse  Herd  Areas 

12.  Current  Number  of  Wild  Horses  or  Burros 

13.  Acreage 

14.  Number  of  AUMs  Licensed 


RMAS  should  be  very  helpful  in  compiling  data  for  analyzing  the  range 
program.  Much  of  the  probable  workload  measure  information  would  already  be 
in  the  RMAS  data  base.  There  are  6  of  the  above  workload  indicators  that  are 
most  likely  to  give  a  good  indication  of  workload.  These  are  discussed  below. 

1.  Allotments  and  permittees  probably  give  the  best  overall  indication  of 
program  workload.  They  relate  directly  to  program  complexity  and  the  size  of 
the  effort  required  in  permitting  and  use  supervision.  The  correlation 
between  these  factors  and  the  number  of  authorizations  issued  should  be  good. 

Allotment/permittee  combinations  can  be  measured  directly  using  the  Aspen  data 
base  for  RMAS.  This  would  also  directly  measure  the  workload  of  actual  use 
reporting  and  the  complexity  introduced  by  dealing  with  multiple  permittees  on 
an  allotment. 

2.  The  number  of  I  and  M  category  allotments  relates  directly  to  the 
monitoring  workload.  Each  of  these  allotments  must  be  monitored  over  a  5  year 
period,  and  some  must  be  monitored  within  3  years. 

3.  The  average  number  of  transfers  processed  measures  the  workload  in 
processing  transfers  and  also  measures  the  complexity  introduced  into  the 
program  by  changing  operators.  It  is  possible  that  this  workload  and  the 
program  complexity  implied  may  be  evenly  spread  across  offices  in  Utah.  If 
so,  it  could  be  disregarded  as  a  workload  measure  in  the  interest  of 
simplicity. 

4.  The  average  number  of  trespass  cases  settled  was  included  as  a  major 
workload  measure  because  trespasses  are  very  time  consuming  and  because  the 
Bureau  is  subject  to  scruitiny  in  this  area  since  the  Grazing  IG  Report. 

The  remaining  workload  measures  are  probably  modifiers  that  help  fine  tune  the 
more  important  workload  measures.  The  number  of  licenses  or  permits  issued 
should  correlate  closely  with  the  number  of  permittee/allotment  combinations. 
If  so,  it  could  be  disregarded. 

Seasonality  can  be  an  important  factor  in  range  workload.  Year-round  grazing 
within  a  resource  area  means  year-round  licensing,  actual  use  reporting, 
supervision  and  utilization  checks.  In  contrast,  periods  of  time  with  less 
than  20  percent  of  the  permits  active,  should  free  up  range  personnel  time  for 
other  work.  This,  however,  is  not  easy  to  measure.  The  percentage  of  a 
resource  areas  permits  which  are  active  each  month  or  quarter  may  provide  a 
measure. 

The  number  of  projects  authorized  addresses  the  environmental  assessment  and 
project  planning  workload.  The  problem  with  this  measure  is  that  some  of  the 
projects  are  generated  by  BLM  and,  thus,  may  be  affected  by  existing  funding 
allocations  and  personnel.  For  example,  an  office  with  more  available 
personnel  time  (after  licensing,  monitoring  and  utilization)  may  be  able  to 
generate  more  projects.  If  those  projects  are  then  funded,  then  workload  and 
budget  become  self  generating,  without  regard  to  whether  permittees  in  one 
area  are  being  unjustifiably  favored  over  those  in  another. 


The  wild  horse  and  burro  program  is  included  with  the  range  program  because 
there  are  no  positions  devoted  to  wild  horses  in  Utah.  As  a  result,  it 
competes  for  range  personnel  time.  Furthermore,  it  is  a  relatively  small 
program  to  stand  on  its  own  in  Utah. 

Acreage,  in  some  cases,  may  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  workload  if  it 
affects  such  things  as  travel  time  or  the  number  of  monitoring  studies 
needed.  However,  the  type  of  road  system  in  the  resource  area  can  have  just 
as  great  an  affect  on  travel  time  as  acreage  and  the  number  of  acres  covered 
by  a  monitoring  study  can  vary  greatly.  In  general,  this  is  probably  not  a 
very  good  workload  measure.  The  number  of  acres  needed  to  support  an  AUM  can 
also  vary  greatly. 

The  number  of  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs)  is  also  not  that  good  a  workload 
measure.  AUMs  do  not  affect  monitoring  or  licensing  workload.  There  may  be 
some  relationship  between  AUMs  and  use  supervision/utilization,  if  you  assume 
that  more  time  or  effort  should  be  spent  in  those  areas  with  more  AUMs. 

There  are  at  least  two  issues  which  should  be  addressed  with  program 
evaluation. 

1.  What  effect  is  demand  for  range  personnel  time  for  threatened  and 
endangered  plant  clearances,  environmental  assessment  input,  mitigation  of 
impacts  from  non-range  projects  on  grazing,  etc.  having  on  range  program 
accomplishments? 

2.  In  what  locations,  and  to  what  degree,  is  the  noxious  weed  control  program 
affecting  the  range  program? 

H.  Soil,  Air  and  Water  (4341) 

This  program  could  be  best  handled  by  a  management  analyst  from  outside  the 
program.  Again,  input  from  the  district  and  resource  areas  should  be  sought. 
The  fact  that  there  is  not  much  direct  public  contact  will  make  it  more 
difficult  to  identify  what  watershed  work  is  most  in  demand.  Bureau  guidance 
is  likely  to  be  helpful . 

The  following  workload  indicators  are  recommended  for  consideration. 

1.  Number  of  Air  Quality/Climate  Monitoring  Stations  Operated  by  BLM 

2.  Number  of  Stream  Gage/Water  Quality  Stations  Operated  By  BLM 

3.  Number  of  Water  Quality  Point/Nonpoint  Sources  Identified 
4t.  Number  of  Water  Rights  Documents  Filings  (3  year  average) 

5.  Number  of  Miles  of  Perennial  Stream 

6.  Number  of  Acres  of  Wetland  (Do  not  duplicate  streams  counted) 

Program  consistency  in  identifying  funding  priorities  among  offices  is  likely 
to  be  an  issue.  Demonstrated  accomplishments  for  the  funding  provided  should 
also  show  some  consistency. 


I.  Cultural  Resources  (4331) 

Much  of  the  work  by  archeologists  is  a  function  of  activity  in  other  programs, 
particularly  minerals  and  realty.  This  work  should  not  generally  be  funded  by 
cultural  resources  and  so  would  not  be  considered  here.  The  workload  in 
cultural  resources  is  the  management  and  protection  of  cultural  resources 
(including  historical  and  paleontological )  other  than  that  generated  by 
outside  projects  (other  subactivities).  With  this  in  mind,  the  following 
workload  indicators  are  recommended  for  consideration. 

1.  Number  of  BLM  Clearances  Per  Year 

2.  Site  Density  Relative  to  Acres  Inventoried 

This  activity  would  probably  justify  setting  up  a  statewide  work  group  to 
develop  the  final  workload  measures.  There  are  also  a  number  of  issues  to  be 
addressed.  The  most  important  issues  would  relate  to  vandalism  and  special 
designation  areas  such  as  National  Landmarks  and  National  Register 
Properties.  Vandalism  is  not  consistently  quantified,  so  it  should  probably 
be  considered  as  a  subjective  factor  after  an  objective  analysis  is 
completed.  Special  designations  have  also  not  been  consistently  made.  (See 
the  Utah  Recreation  Workload  Analysis  and  Program  Evaluation.)  Inconsistency 
in  designation  is  probably  even  more  evident  from  state  to  state  in  BLM. 

It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  positions  and  cultural  resources  budgets  may 
not  always  correlate  well  depending  on  the  level  of  the  involvement  of 
archeologists  in  other  programs. 

J.  Wilderness  (4332) 

This  program  merits  analysis  because  public  sensitivity.  For  that  reason 
placement  of  funding  can  affect  the  ability  of  BLM's  ability  to  avoid  problem 
situations.  At  present,  in  Utah  there  are  not  likely  to  be  other  workload 
measures.  This  may  change  in  the  future  if  wilderness  related  projects  that 
would  not  be  covered  under  another  subactivity  (such  as  recreation  maintenance 
or  wildlife)  are  proposed. 

The  following  workload  indicators  are  recommended. 

1.  Number  of  Acres  of  Designated  Wilderness 

2.  Number  of  Acres  Subject  to  IMP 

3.  Number  of  IMP  Actions  Per  Year  (3  year  average) 

Analysis  for  this  program  could  probably  be  handled  by  a  management  analyst 
with  input  from  district  and  resource  area  offices. 

K.  Recreation  (4333) 

Workload  analysis  and  program  evaluation  for  this  program  has  already  been 
completed  for  this  program  statewide. 
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L.  Wildlife—Habitat  Management  and  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 
Management  (4351  and  4352) 

In  some  ways,  the  wildlife  program  is  like  the  cultural  program.  Programs 
personnel  are  required  to  react  to  activities  going  on  in  other  programs  as  a 
major  part  of  their  job  so  positions  and  budget  may  not  always  correlate  well. 

Nevertheless,  BLM  should  ensure  that  wildlife  funding  and  positions  are  being 
placed  where  the  resources  indicate  the  need.  If  anything  the  fact  that  a 
wildlife  position  is  y/ery   involved  in  reacting  to  surface  disturbance  and 
other  resource  uses  may  indicate  a  greater  need  for  funding  of  wildlife 
management.  This  would  certainly  be  true  if  wildlife  habitat  were  being 
seriously  impacted  or  if  the  species  were  of  high  significance. 

The  workload  indicators  below  are  recommended  for  consideration.  It  would 
probably  be  best  to  use  some  kind  of  a  statewide  work  group  to  arrive  at  the 
final  workload  measures  for  this  program.  A  management  analyst  might  be 
incorporated  to  compile  the  data  and  write  up  the  report. 

I.  Critical  Range  for  Deer(l-5  for  acres;  1-5  for  #  of  ranges;  usually  winter  range) 

3.  Elk  (as  for  deer;  usually  winter) 

4.  Moose  (as  for  deer;  wetland  areas,  winter  range) 

5.  Bighorn  Sheep  (as  for  deer;  lambing  areas) 

6.  Antelope  (as  for  deer;  fawning  areas) 

7.  Hunter  Days  for  Upland  Game  Species 

8.  Acres  of  Wetland  and  Riparian  Habitat 

9.  Miles  of  Stream  Supporting  a  Sport  Fishery 

10.  Number  of  Documented  Raptor  Nests 

II.  Number  of  Animal  Species  Federal  or  State  Listed 

12.  Number  of  Formal  Consultations  with  FWS  (3  year  average) 

13.  Acres  of  Designated  Critical  T&E  Habitat  (FWS  or  state;  no  double  count) 

14.  Number  of  Designated  Critical  T&E  Habitat  Areas 

M.  Fire  Management  (4360  and  4610) 

Placement  of  funding  and  positions  in  this  program  already  seems  to  be  a 
statewide  issue.  Adjustments  in  funding  for  the  districts  have  recently 
occured.  Analysis  for  fire  management  is  probably  best  done  by  a  management 
analyst  with  input  from  district  and  resource  area  offices.  The  following 
workload  measures  are  recommended  for  consideration. 

1 .  Number  of  fires 

2.  Number  of  acres  burned 

3.  Number  of  acres  in  a  high  priority  response  category 

Care  needs  to  be  taken  to  ensure  consistency  in  identification  of  high 
priority  response  areas.  Issues  might  include  placement  of  4360  funds  and 
fire  caches.  Questions  might  include:  Does  keeping  all  4360  funds  in  the 
district  offices  create  absentee  supervision  for  crews  stationed  at  the 
resource  areas?  Is  resource  area  supervision  being  funded?  Are  cooperative 

fire  caches  with  the  Forest  Service  well  placed  and  of  the  right  size? 
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